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Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant submitted proposed amendment. Distinctions between 
the applied prior art and the amended claims were pointed out by applicant. Applicant argues that while the present 
applicant teaches the image forming characteristics of the exposure apparatuses is adjusted based on the image 
distortion correction capability of the other exposure apparatuses, Ushida et al and Okamoto teach correcting the same 
types of distortions produced by the same type stationary type exposure apparatuses. The Examiner appreciates these 
distinctions as described and will give them full consideration in the next office action. . 
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